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Pre- Appeal Brief Request for Review 

Sir: The f :ilowing is intended to be in compliance with the pilot program guidelines set forth 
in the July 12, 20[ 5 OG Notice and is submitted with a Notice of Appeal. The undersigned 
respectfully reque ;ts careful consideration of the errors identified herein. 

The outstanding rejections of claims 1-23 are as follows: 

(a) Claims 1-3, 5-17 and 19-23 under 35 USC 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Langseth (6,65 4,316); and 

(b) Claims 4 and 1 8 under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Langseth in 
view of Rajan i:6,633,910). 
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ReiectioD of Claims 1-3, 5-17 aiad 19-23 in View of Langseth 



For eac ti of the independent claims 1, 7, 8, 19 and 23, the undersigned submits that the 
following limi :ations listed for each claim are not disclosed in Langseth and thus Langseth 
cannot anticip.ite claims 1-23 as suggested by the Office. 

In claims 1 am: 23: 

-determining 2 status of the customer as a member customer or a non-member customer of an 
institution pre* r iding the notification system 

-prompting thi' customer to select at least one requested event, wherein a member customer is 
provided with more event choices than a non-member customer 

In claim 7: 

-means for det ijrmining a status of the customer as a member customer or a non-member 
customer of at institution providing the notification system 

-means for pre :npting the customer to select at least one requested event, wherein the member 
customer is pr :ivided with more event choices than the non-member customer 

The undersigned submits that the Office's arguments highlight the misinterpretafion of 
the reference £ id the claims. Langseth discloses a generic notification system to which 
subscribers mny subscribe to receive notification services. More specific entities, e.g., affiliates 
such as financ al institutions, communications companies, Internet companies or the like, may be 
used to pass tl -3 notification information generated by the generic notification system to 
subscribers who are also customers of the affiliates or to act merely as referral sources for the 
generic notific ation system. (See Col. 9, lines 42-44). In order to receive notifications offered by 
the generic no ification system, all subscribers are necessarily customer s/subscribers to the 
generic notific iition system. Subsets of the customers/subscribers may also be customers of 
affiliates. The information that the affiliates provide to their customers may be different from 
that provided 1 :y the generic notification system, but this determination is made by the affiliate, 
not the generic notification system. Accordingly, the generic notification system does not make 
any determina ion regarding member and non-member customers. Similarly, the affiliates do not 
distinguish be ween member and non-member customers as they deal only with their own 
customers, Ui ing the example in Langseth, in order to anticipate claims 1, 7 and 23 of the 
present applic:ition, the generic notification system would need to distinguish between member 
and non-memher customers — which it does not do. And further, the generic notification system 
would need to provide fewer choices to non-member (as compared to member) customers — 
which it does : ot do. 

With r-ispect to claims 1, 7 and 23, the Office suggests that member customers are, "a 
subscriber or Miy individual or entity that signs up to receive a service;" the services being 
exemplified ir col. 3, line 59 to col. 4, line 10 of Langseth. (See Page 3 of Final Office Action). 
And the Offico argues that non-member customers are "affiliate and affiliate's customers" 
referring to col. 4, line 31-21(?) and col, 9, line 36-39. The undersigned has reviewed these cited 
sections numc:ous times and simply fails to see how these sections demarcate member customers 
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from non-men iber customers of an institution providing the notification system. Langseth does 
teach that thirc. party affihates may be used to refer customers to the subscription service, but 
these "referrec customers" are incorrectly defined by the Office as non-member customers. 
These "referre :l customers" are provided with as many event choices as direct subscribers to the 
generic subscr .ption service. In fact, referring to the subscription process for the "referred 
customers" wl .ich is described with respect to Figure 18, it is clear from Step 904 that the 
"referred custc cners" go through the same subscription process with the subscription service as 
the direct subs::ribers (see Figure 3). Additionally, if anything, the "referred customers" may 
have access to additional services not offered by the subscription service to the direct subscribers. 
Such services :>eing add-ons offered by the referring affiliates to their customers. 

The OJ ::ice also refers to Col. 25, line 59 through Col. 26, line 35 as disclosing how 
services are di fmed through the affiliates. The undersigned has reviewed these portions of 
Langseth, but :ails to see how this disclosure anticipates the identified limitations in claims 1 and 
7. At most, thirse paragraphs in Langseth describe how the affiliates interact with their 
customers. Ti zv& is no status determination between member and non-member customers. Nor 
is there prompling of the customer to select an event, wherein member customers have more 
event choices lian non-member customers. 

In claim 8: 

-a database co: itaining financial information, wherein the financial infonnation is collected from 
at least one inl i3mal source and at least one external source 

-a database foi generating a notification report at the customer's request, wherein the notification 
report include; , at least data describing each notification message sent to the customer during a 
customer selec ted period of time 

The Ol::ice maintains that Laiigseth discloses "a database containing financial 
information, m herein the financial information is collected from at least one internal source and 
at least one ex:emal source" since an affiliate financia! institution may provide financial 
information to an information source channel database. The undersigned agrees that this 
qualifies as fir .incial information from an external source. Where Langseth is lacking is the 
disclosure of financial information from an internal source. It is not at all surprising that this 
teaching woul: be lacking since the generic notification system is not itself a source of financial 
information si: ice it is not a financial institution. The Office attempts to argue that the phrase 
"other informs :ional and/or transaction data" equates to financial information from an internal 
source, but thi i argument clearly fails since Langseth does not describe this data as being 
financial data. 

The 01:. ICC submits that periodic billing equates to "a database for generatmg a 
notification re >ort at the customer's request, wherein die notification report includes at least data 
describing eac:i notification message sent to the customer during a customer selected period of 
time." With a .l due respect, periodic billing by the subscription service is not the same as 
generation of customer requested reports describing notification messages sent within a customer 
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selected time ] leriod, Similarlyj the reference to report generation cited on Page 9 of the Final 
Office Action iilso does not even come remotely close to disclosing the claimed limitation. 

In claims 19 a id 23: 

-receiving fmncial information into a second database of the notification system, wherein the 
incoming fina : cial information is received into the second database fi-om at least one outside 
source and at 1 i?ast one inside source, and further wherein the incoming financial information 
received from i he at least one inside source results from a change in at least one customer 
account main! ; ined by the host financial institution 

The 0:'fice's arguments with respect to the limhation "receiving financial 
information inio a second database of the notification system, wherein the incoming 
financial info:r nation is received into the second database from at least one outside source 
and at least on(^ inside source, and further wherein the incoming financial infoniiation 
received from ;.he at least one inside source results from a change in at least one customer 
account maint : ined by the host financial institution" track those recited with respect to 
claim 8. Nam :;ly, the Office points to the section of Langseth that describes the 
population of lata channels with financial information by an affiliate financial institution. 
Again, while :he undersigned admits that this is an example of an outside source of 
financial infor nation, no inside source of financial information has been described. 
Further, the hc st of the notification system is never described in Langseth as being a 
financial instil i.ition. At most, an affiliate is a financial institution. The host of the 
generic notific ation system is never described in Langseth as being associated with any 
particular indt stry other than through affiliates and thus would not be the source for 
industry speci: ic information, e.g., financial, product, etc. 

The undersigned submits that claims 4 and 18 are allowable for the reasons stated above 
with respect to independent claims 1 and 8. In view of the remarks stated above, the undersigned 
representative respectfully requests that the rejections of claims 1-23 be withdrawn and a notice of 
allowance is e; imestly solicited. 

Respectftilly submitted. 

Date: April : 3, 2007 By: /Dawn-Marie Bev - U44,442/ 
KILPATRICK STOCKTON LLP Dawn-Marie Bey 

Suite 900 Registration No. 44,442 

607 14th Strer:, N.W. 
Washington, I I'.C. 20005 
(202) 508-5 8!3') 
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